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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the RCE amendment filed on 2/12/2009. 
This action is made Non-Final. 

2. In the amendment, claims 36-52 have been added, and claim 10 has been deleted. Claims 
1, 7-9, and 20, are pending in the case. Claims 1, 36, and 44-45 are independent claims. 

Drawings 

3. The drawings filed on 9/30/2003, and 1/3 1/06 have been accepted by the Examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 37, and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

6. Claim 37 recites the limitation "the matching" in line 3. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. There is no previous 'matching' either in this claim or its 
independent claim. 

Claim 46 also contains the rejected subject matter of claim 37, and is therefore similarly 
rejected. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

8. Claims 36-40, and 42-49, and 5 1-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Lemay et al, "Laura Lemay's Web Workshop JavaScript", Sams.net, 1996, 
chapters 10-11, pp.227-231, and newly added pp. 18- 19. 

Regarding independent claim 36, Lemay discloses browsing a web page over the web. A 
determination is made on whether the browser is a Javascript-enabled browser, and can display 
Javascripts, such as one to rotate ads, to display the information contained in. If the browser is 
not able to display Javascript, then it will display the information in a '<NOSCRIPT>' tag, 
which directs the user to display another webpage referred to by a link found within the tag the 
tag. However, if the browser is Javascript enabled, then it will ignore the '<NOSCRIPT>' tag, 
and display the webpage using the Javascript code found therein (pages 19, 227-228). The web 
page containing markup code, along with the Javascript code, specifies 3 advertisement banners 
to be rotated, and at least one condition (shown by the if statement) indicating when to invoke 
the specified rotation- receiving, at the client device from a server responsive to a request for the 
content, a markup language document representing the requested content; evaluating the 
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markup language document at the client device, responsive to the receiving, to determine 
whether a syntax extension is specified therein, the syntax extension comprising a 
specification of at least three alternative selectable versions of a component that comprises a 
portion of the requested content and, for each one of the at least three alternative selectable 
versions of the component, a specification of at least condition defining when that alternative 
selectable version is to be selected; and rendering the requested content from the markup 
language document on a display device coupled to the client device if the evaluating has a 
negative result, and otherwise selecting a particular one of the alternative selectable versions of 
the component 

Moreover, Lemay discloses using multiple Javascript loops of code to change the banners 
to display different one. The banners are rotated in accordance to a time variable, in this case 
every five seconds (page 227, parag.5-6, page 228)— and rendering the content on the display 
device using the selected version as the portion of the content by performing: evaluating, at the 
client device, at least one factor to yield an evaluation result, wherein the at least one factor is 
determined from the at least one condition specified for each one of the alternative selectable 
versions of the component; and using the evaluation result, at the client device, to select the 
particular one of the alternative selectable versions of the component from the syntax extension. 



Regarding claim 37, which depends on claim 36, Lemay discloses using multiple 
Javascript loops of code to change the 3 banners to display different one. The banners are rotated 
in accordance to a time variable, in this case every five seconds (page 227, page 228). — wherein 
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the markup language document further comprises scripting language syntax usable for 
evaluating each of the at least one conditions and providing a result for use by the matching — 
(col. 11, lines 1-62, col.8, lines 16-34, fig.10-15). 

Regarding claim 38, which depends on claim 36 Lemay discloses browsing a web page 
that contains markup code along with Javascript code to rotate 3 advertisement banners specified 
in the markup. The banners are children or listed under a head tag (page 227, parag.5-6, page 
228). 

Regarding claim 39, which depends on claim 36, Lcmay discloses using multiple 
Javascript loops of code — executable logic- to change the 3 banners to display different one. 
The banners are rotated in accordance to a time variable, in this case every five seconds (page 
227, page 228). 

Regarding claim 40, which depends on claim 36, Lemay discloses using multiple 
Javascript loops of code to change the 3 banners to display different one. The banners are rotated 
in accordance to a time variable, in this case every five seconds (page 227, page 228). In other 
words, if the time variable has reached the appropriate time at the client device, then the banner 
is rotated—one factor comprises a dynamic state of the client device. 

Regarding claim 42, which depends on claim 36, Lemay discloses using multiple 
Javascript loops of code to change the banners to display different one. The banners are rotated 
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in accordance to a time variable, in this case every five seconds (page 227, parag.5-6, page 228). 
In other words, the browser software determines how much time has elapsed, and if the time 
equals to the predetermined time as indicated in the code, then the current banner will be 
replaced with the next banner on the screen-- wherein the markup language document further 
comprises syntax specifying a reference to externally-stored logic that performs the evaluating. 

Regarding claim 43, which depends on claim 36, Lemay discloses browsing a web page 
that contains markup code along with Javascript code to rotate 3 advertisement banners specified 
in the markup. The banners are children or listed under a head tag (page 227, parag.5-6, page 
228)-- wherein the syntax extension comprises a parent markup language element and encoded 
therein, a plurality of child markup language elements, each of the child markup language 
elements specifying one of the at least three alternative selectable versions. 

Claim 44 is directed towards a system for implementing the method of claim 36, and is 
therefore similarly rejected. 

Claims 45-49, and 51-52 are directed towards a system for implementing the method of 
claims 36-40, and 42-43 respectively, and therefore are similarly rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1, 7-9, and 20 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lemay et al, "Laura Lemay's Web Workshop JavaScript", Sams.net, 1996, 
chapters 10-11, pp.227-231, in view of Mitchell et al (USPub. US 6983331 Bl, 1/3/2006, filed 
on 10/17/2000), and further in view of Smith et al, 'Scalable Multimedia Delivery for Pervasive 
Computing', ACM, 1999, pp.132-140. 

Regarding independent claim 1, Lemay discloses browsing a web page over the web. The 
web page contains markup code, along with Javascript code, which specifies 3 advertisement 
banners to be rotated, and at least one condition (shown by the if statement) indicating when to 
invoke the specified rotation- receiving, at the client device from a server responsive to a 
request for a Web page, a markup language document representing the requested that specifies a 
Web page wherein the Web page comprises a displayable content component; the markup 
language document comprises a syntax element that specifies, for the displayable content 
component, each of at least three alternative selectable versions thereof and that further 
specifies for each one of the at least three alternative selectable versions, at least one condition 
defining when that alternative selectable version is to be selected; and the selected particular 
version having a first media type (pages 227-228 ). 

Moreover, Lemay discloses using multiple Javascript loops of code to change the banners 
to display different one. The banners are rotated in accordance to a time variable, in this case 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/675 ,4 1 8 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2178 

every five seconds (page 227, parag.5-6, page 228). In other words, it is determined how much 
time has elapsed, and if the time equals to the predetermined time as indicated in the code, then 
the current banner will be replaced with the next banner on the screen — at the client device, to 
the specific conditions to select a particular one of the alternative selectable versions of the 
displayable content component from the syntax element; and rendering the markup language 
document as the Web page on a display device coupled to the client device, wherein the selected 
particular version of the displayable content component is rendered as the displayable content 
component included therein. 

Lemay fails to explicitly disclose determining, at the client device responsive to the 
receiving, a current window size usable for rendering the requested Web page; matching the 
determined current window size, at the client device to each of the at least specified one 
condition. However, Mitchell teaches detecting at a client, the display size of a browser. Primary, 
and additional content are displayed on the browser, if the display area is sufficiently large to 
accommodate both contents(col.4, lines 24-31, col. 8, lines 57-62, fig.2D). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine Lemay and 
Mitchell, because of all the reasons found in Mitchell including displaying content in a 
displayable area without having to scroll to view all the content being displayed, and enhance a 
user's experience when viewing a webpage (col. 3, lines 1-15, col. 8, lines 30-40). This would 
provide the optimization of the display area to allow a user to easily view the content. 

Furthermore, Lemay fails to explicitly show each of the of at least three alternative 
selectable versions has a different media type; responsive to subsequently detecting, at the client 
device, a change in the current window size, repeating the matching to select a different one of 
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the alternative selectable versions, the selected different version having a second media type that 
is different from the first media type, and repeating the rendering, wherein the selected different 
one is rendered as the displayable content component. However, Mitchell teaches determining at 
a client, whether the display size of a browser has been resized. Additional content is displayed 
on the browser, if the display area is sufficiently increased (col. 3, lines 33-col.4, line 21, abstr., 
last 14 lines, col.8, lines 30-40). Smith discloses the substitution of one media content type, with 
a different one, such as substituting image for text if a device's screen is small, video, speech, 
image transcoding, etc., to convert the various multimedia content types to an appropriate type 
(4.9, 2. 1-2.4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Lemay, Mitchell and Smith, because of all the reasons found in Mitchell 
including displaying content in a displayable area without having to scroll to view all the content 
being displayed , and enhance a user's experience when viewing a webpage (col.3, lines 1- 
15, col. 8, lines 30-40). Smith teaches optimizing the selection of different variations of media 
objects to provide scalable content delivery (1.6, lines 6-7, 2.2-2.3). This would provide the 
optimization of the display area to allow a user to easily view the content. 

Regarding claim 7, which depends on claim 1, Lemay discloses using multiple Javascript 
loops of code to change the 3 banners to display different one. The banners are rotated in 
accordance to a time variable, in this case every five seconds (page 227, page 228). — wherein 
the markup language document further comprises scripting language syntax usable for 
evaluating each of the at least one conditions and providing a result for use by the matching — 
(col. 11, lines 1-62, col.8, lines 16-34, fig.10-15). 
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Regarding claim 8, which depends on claim 1 Lemay discloses browsing a web page that 
contains markup code along with Javascript code to rotate 3 advertisement banners specified in 
the markup. The banners are children or listed under a head tag (page 227, parag.5-6, page 228). 

Regarding claim 9, which depends on claim 1, Lemay discloses using multiple Javascript 
loops of code — executable logic- to change the 3 banners to display different one. The banners 
are rotated in accordance to a time variable, in this case every five seconds (page 227, page 228). 

Regarding claim 20, which depends on claim 1 , Lemay discloses using multiple 
Javascript loops of code to change the banners to display different one. The banners are rotated 
in accordance to a time variable, in this case every five seconds (page 227, parag.5-6, page 228). 
In other words, the browser software determines how much time has elapsed, and if the time 
equals to the predetermined time as indicated in the code, then the current banner will be 
replaced with the next banner on the screen. 

11. Claims 41, and 50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lemay, in view of Pepe et al (USPat. 5673322, 9/30/1997). 

Regarding claims 41, and 50 which depends on claims 36, and 45, Lemay discloses 
using multiple Javascript loops of code to change the banners to display different one. The 
banners are rotated in accordance to a time variable, in this case every five seconds (page 227, 
parag.5-6, page 228). Lemay fails to explicitly teach wherein at least one of the evaluated at 
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least one factor comprises a dynamic state of a network to which the client device is operably 
connected. However, Pepe teaches filtering, and customizing the receipt of data based on 
whether or not a browser is operating on a low bandwidth network (col. 4, lines 56-67). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine 
Lemay, and Pepe, because of all the reasons found in Pepe above preventing the reception of too 
much data, which would overwhelm the network. 



Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments filed 2/12/2009 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Regarding claim 1, the Applicant indicates that none of the references teach the 
amended limitations (pages 12-16). Lemay discloses browsing a web page over the web. The 
web page contains markup code, along with Javascript code— syntax, which specifies 3 
advertisement banners to be rotated, and at least one condition (shown by the if statement) 
indicating when to invoke the specified rotation- (pages 227-228 ). 

Moreover, the Applicant indicates that Lemay does not teach the omitting of the rest of 
the ads while only displaying one of the 3 ads (page 17, II). The Examiner disagrees, because it 
is clear from Lemay that only one banner at a time is being displayed (pages 227-228). 



Dependent claims 7-10, and 20 remain rejected at least based on the reasons above. 
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Regarding new claims 36-52, the Applicant is directed towards the rejection of these 
claims above as necessitated by the amendment. 

Conclusion 

I. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 

should be directed to Cesar B. Paula whose telephone number is (571) 272-4128. The examiner 

can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. (EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervisor, Stephen Hong, can be reached on (571) 272-4124. However, in such a case, please 

allow at least one business day. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 

Application Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 

obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 

applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 

system, go to http://portaI.uspto.gov/extemal/portal/pair. Should you have any questions about 

access to the Private PAIR system, please contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866 

217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 

Representative or access to the automated information system, please call 800-786-9199 or 571 

272-1000 (USA or Canada). 

Any response to this Action should be mailed to: 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
Or faxed to: 

• (571)-273-8300 (for all Formal communications intended for entry) 
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